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c. Eye Tracking as a Measure of Visual Attention
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a.

Figure 1.

Still image from the suspect-focus videotaped confession used
in Experiment 1. The white vertical line (not present during the experi-
ment) indicates where the image was partitioned for purposes of coding eye
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General Discussion
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Figure 2. Still image from the detective-focus videotaped confession

used in Experiment 1. The white vertical line (not present during the
experiment) indicates where the image was partitioned for purposes of

fixations, coding eye fixations.
Table 1 Table 2
1;'1(’“""; (SDs ‘(ﬂ"”‘ D‘”‘;'i“"" of E_\'e F ';":_' COnF,{¢ ”?:q"“""d"- }Asia Means (SDs) for Duration of Eve Fixations (in Seconds) As a
e “'“” of Camera Perspective and Fixation Target Function of Focus Instruction and Fixation Target { Experiment 2)
(Experiment 1)
= 2 Fixation target
Fixation target
Focus instruction Suspect Detective
Camera perspective Suspect Detective
Attend to suspect 94.28 (25.69) 7717 (17.37)
Suspect focus 192.75 (26.87) 56.12(26.10) Attend to detective 80.41 (11.23) 94.42 (14.02)
Detective focus 83.79 (18.81) 168.42 (20.47) Attend to both 84.19 (13.86) R83.68(17.22)
No instruction (control) 84.58 (8.61) 83.19(7.71)
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Experiment 2. Solid paths are significant, p < 05, Experiment 1. ANl paths ase significant, p < 03,

Figure 4. Still image from the equal-focus videotaped confession used in
Experiment 2. The white vertical line (not present during the experiment)
indicates where the image was partitioned for purposes of coding eye
fixations.



